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DIGITALEUROPE response 

ECHA database on articles containing Candidate List substances 
under the Waste Framework Directive 

Brussels, 9 October 2018 

 
 

DIGITALEUROPE welcomes the opportunity to respond to the call for input on the task of ECHA to develop a 
database on articles containing Candidate List substances under the Waste Framework Directive.  

1. Article-centric approach: ECHA proposes a "article-centric approach" to implement the new notification 
obligations under the Waste Framework Directive. Do you find this as an appropriate way forward? 

According to the Waste Framework Directive (WFD) Art. 9, the ECHA database is to provide information pursuant 
to REACH Article 33(1).  As this concerns the duty to communicate information on substances in articles, an 
“article-centric” approach instead of a “substance-centric” approach, is more appropriate to structure the data 
within the ECHA database. In order to make this approach workable, we deem necessary to allow some 
simplification such as grouping and reporting products by Regulatory Model Number, that applies to all models 
typically of a family that share the same technical regulatory characteristics, such as EMC and Safety. 

Furthermore, DIGITALEUROPE would like to express several concerns with ECHA’s proposed draft scenario. Please 
refer to Question 2. 

2. Challenges: What would be, in your view, the main challenges to implement the proposed scenario? 

The main challenge identified is that the proposed scenario introduces excessive information requirements far 
beyond those required by REACH Article 33 (1). More specifically:  

• The role of the unique identifier: while it is understood that the idea is to ensure that duplication of data 
is kept to a minimum, it is unclear how this can be implemented.  Moreover, it is not clear how a 
connection between complex object and its component articles can be achieved in practice. The example 
provided does not take into account the complexity of global supply chains where components for the 
same complex object can be sourced from different parties (EU and non-EU based), and vice versa the 
same components can be supplied to multiple customers. For imported complex objects, since non-EU 
companies will not register in the ECHA database, it is not understood how the IDs from the articles in 
the layer above would be retrieved.  In addition, it seems that there might be the risk of disclosing the 
(confidential) identification of suppliers to third parties.  Furthermore, there are practical difficulties with 
the unique identifier as the suggested possibility of the use of other identifiers may lead to actual conflicts 
in identification. 

• Description of the article or complex object: in practice, to submit information on the proposed 
mandatory and minimum information requirements for articles and complex objects described in 3.2.1 
and 3.2.2 of the Technical supporting document, would put an enormous administrative burden on the 
duty holders without a clear value to the waste treatment operators, or even consumers. Mandatory 
fields to input to the database should be limited to items required in REACH Article 33(1) as described in 
WFD Article 9 (1) and (2). The level of details being proposed reflects REACH Art. 7(4) requirements, while 

http://www.digitaleurope.org/
mailto:info@digitaleurope.org
https://twitter.com/DIGITALEUROPE


 

 

 

DIGITALEUROPE  
Rue de la Science, 14 - 1040 Brussels [Belgium] 
T. +32 (0) 2 609 53 10 |www.digitaleurope.org | info@digitaleurope.org | @DIGITALEUROPE 
Transparency register member for the Commission: 64270747023-20 

2 

WFD Art. 9 does not make reference to REACH Article 7(2). Also, there is no legal basis nor requirement 
to provide any information or indication on the concentration of a substance in an article, apart from it 
exceeding the threshold of 0.1% w/w. While section 3.2.2 should be deleted, we propose to simplify 
considerably the requirements from section 3.2.1. 

Duty holders (article suppliers)  

3. The legal text requires any supplier of an article containing a Candidate List substance to notify ECHA. Are there 
needs and practical means to tailor the notification system for the different roles in supply chains? (see paragraph 
Who are the duty holders? under section 3 of the "Draft scenario for a database on Candidate List substances in 
articles")  

We appreciate that ECHA is exploring possibilities to mitigate the challenges faced by companies, and in particular 
with relation to articles/complex objects involving numerous or very long supply chains, and the challenges of 
experience and capacity within smaller companies. While the unique identifier proposal could facilitate the 
submissions of actors such as distributors/retailers, it is expected to bring also other challenges, as described in 
Question 2. 

4. Data submitter needs: Do data submitters have specific needs, which the Agency would have to take into account 
when designing the database and its data submission interface? 

To meet the foreseen objectives and minimize administrative burden, it is crucial to coordinate transposition and 
ensure an EU-wide harmonized approach regarding how the information is submitted (IT format), who should 
submit the information and what information needs to be submitted.  

In addition, throughout the years, companies within our industry have invested considerably in developing IT 
tools and standards to collect and pass substances in articles information. For this reason, the mandatory fields 
to input should be limited to those required in REACH Art. 33 (1) as described in WFD Article 9 (1) and (2) and 
should allow bulk upload of declarations (for example XML based). Detailed manual input as required in REACH 
Art. 7(2) notifications to ECHA, using REACH-IT and IUCLID, is not feasible when considering submission 
considering thousands of articles.  

To better leverage existing approaches already employed by industry, importers or manufacturers of complex 
objects need to have the option to declare without referring to unique identifiers of the articles contained. 
Furthermore, functionality to upload information on a product family level is needed (as referred to in reply 1). 
Otherwise each for example individual colour option of a product will require a separate entry. 

Users of the database (waste operators and consumers)  

5. User needs: Do the expected users of the database have specific user needs, which the Agency would have to 
take into account when designing the database and its dissemination? 

Ultimately, the information provided in the database should be manageable and useful for the recipients. 
DIGITALEUROPE is concerned that highly detailed information collected will be of very limited use by the waste 
treatment operators, considering the current and expected future recycling technologies. Retrieving and 
processing detailed information from the database for every article that is being recycled does not seem realistic. 
Even in case waste treatment operators would take the time to search the database, they would be likely 
interested in retrieving retroactive information from the database, but again, that will not be possible since article 
manufacturers only track SVHCs for the products that they currently place on the market and not for the articles 
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that reach the waste phase now.   In addition, Art. 15 of the WEEE Directive already gives the possibility for 
recyclers to request information but in practice this is seldom done. 

Waste handlers and Consumers are very different audiences, it should be considered in the development of the 
database what is meaningful and useful to fulfil the objectives of the system to the specific needs of the users.  
Consideration should therefore be given to the already in place obligations for substance information exchange 
per REACH so as not to make any unnecessary duplication or enhancement of requirements, in particular to 
consumers. 

6. Information requirements: Besides the substance name, which additional information should be submitted to 
support safe use and end-of-life stage of articles? 

In line with Article 9 (1) and (2), information to identify the article or complex object and the name(s) of SVHC 
contained in the article or complex object in accordance with REACH Article 33(1) are sufficient for users to be 
given. No strict requirements should be imposed with regard to the safe use information as there is no one-size-
fits-all to this requirement and any proposal might overlap with existing practice or legislation (e.g. WEEE Directive 
Art. 15 information).  Furthermore, the data base should not seek to provide safe use information on substances 
in instances which are considered not applicable per the REACH regulation for articles.  Such information would 
inherently be not needed by either a waste handler nor consumer as per the historical conclusions of this 
obligation under REACH.     

Any further comments?  

7. Are there any further comments or feedback you would like to share with ECHA on the draft scenario? 

DIGITALEUROPE would like to express its concerns with the fact that: 

• many aspects in the proposed draft scenario go well beyond the mandate for ECHA, as set out in Art. 9 
of the Waste Framework Directive but also REACH Regulation (e.g., Article 33 (1));   

• the database should be drawn up in view of the provisions of the Waste Framework Directive and should 
not pre-empt possible scenarios of future legislation or policies; 

• there is an enormous underestimation on the complexity of supply chains and products.  

• the setup of the database at this stage would pre-empt the findings of the feasibility study to assess 
different information systems and tracing technologies with a view to enable information to flow along 
article supply chains and reach recyclers, as announced by the European Commission’s Communication 
COM2018(32) for the end of 2019.  

• the information provided should consider the needs of the recycling technologies and infrastructure 
which exist in the EU, with the needs being sought from them and delivered in a manner which suits. 

Hence, in the absence of an impact assessment we are deeply concerned that there is no consideration to what 
extent the envisioned level of information would be proportionate and efficient to fulfil the current objectives of 
the ECHA database. 

 
-- 
For more information please contact:  
Lara Visser, DIGITALEUROPE’s Senior Policy Manager for Sustainability  
Lara.Visser@digitaleurope.org or +32 493 89 20 58 

http://www.digitaleurope.org/
mailto:info@digitaleurope.org
https://twitter.com/DIGITALEUROPE
mailto:Lara.Visser@digitaleurope.org


 

 

 

DIGITALEUROPE  
Rue de la Science, 14 - 1040 Brussels [Belgium] 
T. +32 (0) 2 609 53 10 |www.digitaleurope.org | info@digitaleurope.org | @DIGITALEUROPE 
Transparency register member for the Commission: 64270747023-20 

4 

ABOUT DIGITALEUROPE  
DIGITALEUROPE represents the digital technology industry in Europe. Our members include some of the world's largest IT, 
telecoms and consumer electronics companies and national associations from every part of Europe. DIGITALEUROPE wants 
European businesses and citizens to benefit fully from digital technologies and for Europe to grow, attract and sustain the 
world's best digital technology companies. DIGITALEUROPE ensures industry participation in the development and 
implementation of EU policies. 

DIGITALEUROPE’s members include in total over 35,000 ICT Companies in Europe represented by 63 Corporate Members 
and 39 National Trade Associations from across Europe. Our website provides further information on our recent news and 
activities: http://www.digitaleurope.org   

 

DIGITALEUROPE MEMBERSHIP 

Corporate Members  

Adobe, Airbus, Amazon, AMD, Apple, Arçelik, Bosch, Bose, Brother, Canon, Cisco, Dell, Dropbox, Epson, Ericsson, Fujitsu, 
Google, Hewlett Packard Enterprise, Hitachi, HP Inc., Huawei, IBM, Intel, JVC Kenwood Group, Konica Minolta, Kyocera, 
Lenovo, Lexmark, LG Electronics, Loewe, MasterCard, Microsoft, Mitsubishi Electric Europe, Motorola Solutions, MSD Europe 
Inc., NEC, Nokia, Nvidia Ltd., Océ, Oki, Oracle, Panasonic Europe, Philips, Pioneer, Qualcomm, Ricoh Europe PLC, Samsung, 
SAP, SAS, Schneider Electric, Sharp Electronics, Siemens, Sony, Swatch Group, Tata Consultancy Services, Technicolor, Texas 
Instruments, Toshiba, TP Vision, VMware, Western Digital, Xerox, Zebra Technologies. 

National Trade Associations  

Austria: IOÖ 
Belarus: INFOPARK 
Belgium: AGORIA 
Bulgaria: BAIT 
Croatia: Croatian Chamber of 
Economy 
Cyprus: CITEA 
Denmark: DI Digital, IT-BRANCHEN 
Estonia: ITL 
Finland: TIF 
France: AFNUM, Syntec Numérique, 
Tech in France  

Germany: BITKOM, ZVEI 
Greece: SEPE 
Hungary: IVSZ 
Ireland: TECHNOLOGY IRELAND 
Italy: Anitec-Assinform 
Lithuania: INFOBALT 
Luxembourg: APSI 
Netherlands: Nederland ICT, FIAR  
Poland: KIGEIT, PIIT, ZIPSEE 
Portugal: AGEFE 
Romania: ANIS, APDETIC 
Slovakia: ITAS 

Slovenia: GZS 
Spain: AMETIC 
Sweden: Foreningen 
Teknikföretagen i Sverige, 
IT&Telekomföretagen 
Switzerland: SWICO 
Turkey: Digital Turkey Platform, ECID 
Ukraine: IT UKRAINE 
United Kingdom: techUK   
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